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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of San Diego
Gas & Electric Company and Southern
California Gas Company for Authority to A.04-12-004
Integrate Their Gas Transmission Rates,
Establish Firm Access Rights, and Provide Off-
System Gas Transportation Services

RESPONSE OF THE INDICATED PRODUCERS
TO PETITION TO MODIFY D.06-12-031

Pursuant to Rule 16.4(f) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, the Indicated Producers’ submit these comments on the Petition to
Modify D.06-12-031 filed by the Department of General Services (DGS) and the
Southern California Generation Coalition (SCGC) (collectively the Joint Parties)
on May 23, 2007.

In their petition, the Joint Parties requested a modification to D.06-12-031
to limit how California producers could use the Firm Access Rights (FARs)
acquired in Step 1 of the open season capacity allocation process. The proposal
would prevent producers from re-contracting Step 1 FARs and eliminate the
ability of producers to use FARSs on an alternate basis at another receipt point.?

The petition must be rejected on the following grounds:

1. The Joint Parties’ allegations lack factual support.

! The Indicated Producers is an ad hoc coalition which includes, for the purposes of these

comments, Aera Energy LLC, BP Energy Company, BP America Inc. (including Atlantic Richfield
Company), ConocoPhillips Company, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., Midway Sunset Cogeneration
Company (an affiliate of Aera Energy) and Occidental Energy Marketing Inc.

2 Joint Parties’ Petition to Modify, at 3.



2. The Joint Parties failed to raise this issue during the FAR
proceeding when Step 1 set-asides were thoroughly discussed.

3. SCE raised a similar concern with regard to the Step 1 set-asides
for core customers, which the Commission addressed on a broad
basis in D.06-12-031.

4. The proposed restriction would create two classes of FARs that
would be sold at the same rate but carry materially different costs
and value in the market.

5. The Joint Parties’ proposed restriction discriminates against
California producers.

It is interesting that one of the critiques of the FAR proposal advanced by
the Joint Parties in A.04-12-004 was that the new program would restrict
customer flexibility. Historically, system users, including California producers,
could choose to have gas delivered through any receipt point without having to
obtain access rights. Both DGS and SCGC recommended rejection of the FAR
program. DGS stated the FAR proposal will “...only complicate and add costs to
the delivery of gas in the SoCalGas system.”*® SCGC similarly commented that
FAR should be rejected because the current structure already “provides
customers with freedom and flexibility to nominate gas supplies without
unnecessary restrictions.”*

The ALJ and Commission gave considerable weight to maintaining this
historic customer flexibility within the new FAR framework. FAR holders will have
an option to use their rights at the designated receipt point, have alternate rights
to bring in gas through receipt points within the same zone or even to bring in

gas through receipt points outside the FAR holder’s zone. Market participants

Opening Concurrent Brief of the Department of General Services, (09/14/06), at 2.
Southern California Generation Coalition Opening Brief, (09/14/06), at s-1.
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will also be able to turn to the secondary market to meet their needs.> The
decision balanced the need to provide certainty in the form of receipt point
access rights along with strong customer support for maintaining flexibility. Yet,
the Joint Parties now seek to implement a proposal that would add restrictions
that are not now, nor in the past, been necessary and reduce flexibility for a

single group of rights holders. The petition must be rejected.

L. THE JOINT PARTIES’ REQUEST LACKS FACTUAL SUPPORT.

As stated in the petition, the Joint Parties were “surprised” to learn at the
tariff workshop and in the advice letter protest process that D.06-12-031 had not
placed any restrictions on the California producers’ use of Step 1 set-aside
capacity. As provided in that decision, Step 1 set-asides will be offered to retail
and wholesale core customers, Core Transportation Aggregators, holders of
certain long-term contracts, and California gas producers for the three-year term
of an open season.® Producers will be allowed to re-contract the FARs obtained
in the open season to other receipt points, just like any other holder of FARs.’

The Joint Parties asked that D.06-12-031 be modified so that FARs
acquired by California producers in Step 1 could not be used at any other receipt
point other than the point where a producer’s gas is delivered to SoCalGas. The

Joint Parties proposed an amendment to language in D.06-12-031 to restrict FAR

use:
... Accordingly, firm access rights obtained through the set-aside for
California producers shall apply only to the receipt points where the gas

° D.06-12-031, at 78-79.

° D.06-12-031, at 14.

! Joint Parties’ Petition to Modify, at 2.
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production is delivered into the system. Firm access rights obtained

through the producer set aside may not be used as a basis to obtain

alternate firm access rights at other receipt points.®

No justification for this change was provided in the petition other than the
speculation that in the future (without this change) California producers would
shut-in their production to use FARSs at alternate receipt points rather than deliver
gas into the SoCalGas system.? As provided in the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure for submitting petitions to modify, Rule 16.4(b) requires
the petitioner to provide justification for the relief requested and “[ajny factual
allegations must be supported with specific citations to the record in the
proceeding or to matters that may be officially noticed. Allegations of new or
changed facts must be supported by an appropriate declaration or affidavit.” The
Joint Parties did not include any data to support its allegation, its causes and
effects, or the detriment to occur as a result. The Joint Parties did not provide
any new analysis of the FAR record or describe new circumstances arising after
adoption of D.06-12-031 that would support their proposed change. The petition
simply seeks a modification to D.06-12-031 based purely upon speculation. It is

impossible to evaluate the Joint Parties’ assertions without the necessary factual

support so the petition must be rejected.

Il THE JOINT PARTIES HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO RAISE THEIR
CONCERN DURING THE FAR PROCEEDING BUT DID NOT.

The proposal to provide California producers with a Step 1 set-aside was

submitted as part of the utilities’ initial application and testimony filed on

Joint Parties’ Petition to Modify, at 3.
Joint Parties’ Petition to Modify, at 2.
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December 2, 2004. The proceeding was subsequently placed on two tracks, with
an initial focus on the economic integration of the SoCalGas and SDG&E
backbone transmission systems. Later, FAR testimony was updated for the
second phase of the proceeding, and again, the same proposal for a Step 1
California producer set-aside was made in the utilities’ May 5, 2006 filing.™

Over the two years from the time the application was filed and a final
decision was adopted, the Joint Parties had an opportunity to raise the specific
concern addressed in the petition but did not. In Phase Il (the FAR portion of the
case) DGS did not present a witness or testimony, the California producer set-
aside was not addressed in DGS’ opening brief filed September 14, 2006 or in
comments on the proposed and alternate decisions filed November 20, 2006.
SCGC'’s specific concern regarding producer set-asides focused on the utilities’
proposal to deny ExxonMobil parity treatment for a Step 1 set-aside."

The Joint Parties had an opportunity to raise and fully air their concern
during the course of the hearing. Substantial efforts were devoted to
consideration of the capacity allocation process, including the Step 1 set-aside
for California producers. The California producer Step 1 set-aside was not buried
or obscured by other issues and D.06-12-031’s treatment of producer set-asides
should not come as a “surprise” to any of the parties participating in this case. In
absence of record and factual support, the petition must be rejected as the issue

was not raised in a timely manner.

10 See the May 5, 2006 testimony of numerous SoCalGas witnesses, including Rodger

Schwecke, at 9, describing the California producer Step 1 set-aside.
Southern California Generation Coalition Reply Brief, (09/27/06), at 40.
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M. SCE RAISED A SIMILAR CONCERN IN THE PROCEEDING THAT WAS
BROADLY ADDRESSED IN D.06-12-031.

Southern California Edison Company (SCE) raised a concern similar to
the Joint Parties’ regarding the core’s use of Step 1 set-aside capacity. Referring
to the “overly-generous” Step 1 allocation to core customers that could result in
the core holding excess capacity beyond their needs,'? SCE asked the
Commission to reject the proposal to allow Step 1 set-aside holders to re-
contract those rights to other receipt points.'® Since set-aside rights were given
to certain parties on the rationale that they need to be able to match their existing
upstream contract rights, SCE argued that holders of set-aside rights should be
prohibited from re-contracting the capacity to other receipt points where they do
not have upstream rights. According to SCE, allowing such re-contracting would
permit the set-aside holders to use rights received for reliability purpose for
“profit-making.” SCE proposed that set-aside holders (identified as core
customers, wholesale customers and certain Commission-approved receipt point
specific long-term contracts but not California producers) be prohibited from
selling or trading the FAR received as a set-aside.

D.06-12-031 quoted SoCalGas/SDG&E statements that there may be
instances in which the core could benefit from acquiring gas at a receipt point not
covered by a set-aside and that “[r]estricting the core’s ability to trade or sell the
FAR set-aside could disadvantage the core in that situation.”™ The decision

declined to adopt SCE’s proposed prohibition in order to “provide as much

12 Opening Brief of Southern California Edison, (09/14/06), at 17.
13 Exh. 109, Testimony of Dr. Michael S. Alexander, (07/14/06), at 5-6.
" D.06-12-031, at 98-99.
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trading flexibility as possible,”'® for the nascent FAR program. To address SCE’s
“profit-making” concern, D.06-12-031 additionally established a secondary
market price cap of 125% of the FAR reservation charge in part to “...ensure that
a holder of a FAR set-aside does not unduly profit from their set-aside.” '® The
decision was clear in its conclusion that SCE’s proposed restriction could
disadvantage a particular customer group and would reduce the flexibility of the
new FAR program. The Joint Parties’ new proposal must be rejected on the

same grounds.

IV. THE JOINT PARTIES’ PROPOSED MODIFICATION WOULD
INCREASE PRODUCER COSTS AND DECREASE THE VALUE OF
PRODUCER FARS.

The impact of the Joint Parties’ restriction on California producers is two-
fold, (1) the value of FARs acquired in Step 1 is reduced because of the
restriction on re-contracting, and (2) the ability to recover reservation fees paid
for unused FARs is uncertain but would likely lead to increased costs. Producers
will pay for the reservation rights at the same rate as other FAR holders do — the
set-aside is not free."” Yet, the Joint Parties propose to restrict the ability of
producers to attempt to offset some of the reservation charges should production
levels decline or operational upsets preclude delivery into the SoCalGas system
on a daily, seasonal or annual basis.

Consider, hypothetically, the consequences of adopting the Joint Parties’

proposal. Assume a California producer acquired FARs in the amount of 50,000

10 D.06-12-031, at 99.

10 D.06-12-031, at 107.

7 D.06-12-031, at 90, “...anyone holding a FAR would pay the reservation charge of five
cents per Dth per day on a monthly basis.”
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dth/d on Line 85. The producer would pay 5¢ per dth per day -- $2,500 as a
reservation fee. Should an operational upset occur where the producer was
unable to deliver natural gas to Line 85, the producer would still pay $2,500 per
day. If the situation were to persist for several days, the producer would pay for
its unused reservation and would not be permitted to trade the rights in the
market. Similar circumstances could arise for a producer under a less dramatic
scenario as an operational upset, because of daily, seasonal or annual
fluctuations in production levels. As recommended by the Joint Parties, the
producer should be precluded from using their FAR set-aside at any other receipt
point. While the proposal was not clear, it seems to imply that the producer
would not even have an opportunity to use the secondary market to recover
some or all of the costs of the reservation rate paid to SoCalGas for unused
FARs at any point during the three-year term of the Step 1 set-aside.

Flexibility in the acquisition and secondary sale of FARs is required for
producers. Most of the natural gas produced in southern California is associated
with crude oil production. The two are closely linked and frequently, natural gas
production is impacted by oil extraction. Natural gas production levels also
naturally fluctuate due to underground reservoir behavior, wellhead pressures,
changes in ambient temperature of gathering lines, equipment cycling and
surface/subsurface operational problems; production can decline as particular
fields are depleted. Operational upsets have occurred in the past and it is a
realistic expectation that upsets will occur in the future. As recently experienced,

periods of heavy rain and mudslides resulted in utility pipeline damage and the
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need to temporarily shut down pipelines for repairs or reconnection. Flexibility is
required to manage both temporary upsets and changes in field production levels
that can and will occur over the term of the three-year Step 1 set-aside.

The impact of the Joint Parties’ proposal is to increase the cost to
California producers and decrease the value of FARs because of limitations on
the secondary trading of unused FARs. The result is financially significant and

inequitable.

V. THE JOINT PARTIES’ PROPOSED MODIFICATION DISCRIMINATES
AGAINST CALIFORNIA PRODUCERS.

D.06-12-031 adopted the utilities’ proposal to offer (1) California
producers, (2) retail and wholesale core customers, (3) Core Transportation
Aggregators and (4) holders of certain long-term contracts, an option of obtaining
FARs as part of the Step 1 of the capacity allocation process.'® The Joint Parties
have not proposed that the restriction on California producers apply to any other
holder of Step 1 set-aside rights and have not fully explained why California
producers should be singled out for more restrictive treatment.

D.06-12-031 adopted a system of FAR that included an unbundled FAR
reservation charge, several “intra-shipper issues,” and selected elements of the
Joint Proposal because it was ‘in the interests of all market participants and
consumers.”'® The decision was described as a “balanced approach™ to the
various opinions and competing interests advanced in this lengthy case. The

Joint Parties’ proposal, if adopted, would upset the balance and place restrictions

18 D.06-12-031, at 14-15.
19 D.06-12-031, at 89.
20 D.06-12-031, at 3.
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on one particular set of market participants without justification for the
discriminatory treatment. As Mr. Beach testified on behalf of IP, it is critical that
California producers have assurance that they can move their produced gas to
the market.?" Likewise, SoCalGas’ Mr. Schwecke observed that these set-asides
are necessary to give effect to the producers’ existing access agreements and “fo
ensure that their gas would be continued to be delivered as it has historically.”**
Restricting the use of the rights to only those points of interconnection
between production and the utility’s receipt point would create two classes of
rights. California producers would pay the same price for their rights, but would

not be entitled -- like other customers, to use those rights as their operations

dictated. The proposal results in discriminatory treatment and must be rejected.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The Step 1 set-asides for California Producers are reasonable. Most in-
state producers maintain one interconnection with the utility and have few, if any
alternatives. Producers generally do not have the ability to shift deliveries from
one receipt point to another as other utility customers might, obtain access to
other competitive markets, or use off-system storage facilities to sell, transport or
store in-state production. It is critical that the Step 1 set-aside be maintained in
the same form adopted in D.06-12-031.

The Joint Parties’ tardy, unsupported statement that California producers
would intentionally shut-in natural gas produced in association with crude oil is

unsupported and unfounded. D.06-12-031 has provided for limitations on the

21 See Exh. 43, Beach/Watson/IP/CCC/CMTA.
= Tr. 875, Schwecke/SoCalGas/SDG&E.
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amount of Step 1 set-asides offered to California producers and limitations in the
form of a secondary market cap. This treatment fully addresses the Joint Parties’

concerns. For these reasons, the Joint Parties’ petition must be rejected.

Respectfully submitted,

ALCANTAR & KAHL

oty Ht

Evelyn Kahl

Counsel to Indicated Producers

Dated: June 22, 2007

Page 11 — Response to Petition to Modify D.06-12-031



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

|, Karen Terranova hereby certify that | have on this date caused the
attached Response of the Indicated Producers to Petition to Modify D.06-12-031 in
A04-12-004 to be served to all known parties by either United States mail or electronic
mail, to each party named in the official attached service list obtained from the
Commission’s website, attached hereto, and pursuant to the Commission's Rules of

Practice and Procedure.

Dated June 22, 2007 at San Francisco, California.

Ao Jeemine

Karen Terranova




KEITH MCCREA

SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-2415
kmccrea@sablaw.com

STEPHEN G. KOERNER

EL PASO CORPORATION

PO BOX 1087

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80944
steve.koerner@elpaso.com

RANDALL P. GABE

SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
LAS VEGAS, NV 89150
randy.gabe@swgas.com

DAVID L. HUARD

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
dhuard@manatt.com

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN

HANNA AND MORTON, LLP

444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, NO. 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
npedersen@hanmor.com

ALAN KORNICKS

KERN OIL & REFINING CO.

180 EAST OCEAN BLVD., SUITE 1010
LONG BEACH, CA 90802
akornicks@kernoil.com

GREGORY KLATT

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367
klatt@energyattorney.com

GLORIA M. ING

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

gloria.ing@sce.com

WILLIAM D, RAPP
SEMPRA LNG

101 ASH STREET, HQ-13
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
wrapp@sempra.com

JOHN W. LESLIE

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, LLP
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130

jleslie@luce.com

DOUGLAS W. RASCH

EXXON MOBIL CORPORATION
800 BELL STREET, RM. 3497-L
HOUSTON, TX 77002
douglas.w.rasch@exxonmobil.com

PETER E. ESPOSITO
CRESTED BUTTE CATALYSTS
PO BOX 668

CRESTED BUTTE, CO 81224
pesposito@cbcatalysts.com

ANDREW W. BETTWY
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
LAS VEGAS, NV 89150-0002
andy.bettwy@swgas.com

RANDALL W. KEEN

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
rkeen@manatt.com

T. ALANA STEELE

HANNA AND MORTON, LLP

444 S. FLOWER STREET, STE.1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
asteele@hanmor.com

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367
douglass@energyattorney.com

CASE ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, ROOM 370
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

case.admin@sce.com

WALKER A. MATTHEWS, 1lI

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
walker.matthews@sce.com

WILLIAM TOBIN

SEMPRA GLOBAL

101 ASH STREET, HQ08C
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
wtobin@sempraglobal.com

THADDEUS THOMSON
OCCIDENTAL OF ELK HILLS, INC.
PO BOX 1001

TUPMAN, CA 93276-1001
thaddeus_thomson@oxy.com

CRAIG V. RICHARDSON

EL PASO CORPORATION - WESTERN
PIPELINES

2 NORTH NEVADA AVE.

COLRADO SPRINGS, CA 80903

NED GREENWOOD

QUESTAR SOUTHERN TRAILS PIPELINE
PO BOX 45360

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84145-0360
Ned.Greenwood@questar.com

DAVID J. GILMORE

SEMPRA ENERGY

555 WEST FIFTH STREET
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011
dgilmore@sempra.com

S. NANCY WHANG

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
nwhang@manatt.com

HENRY WEISSMANN

MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON, LLP
355 S. GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 3500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-1560
henry.weissmann@mto.com

DONALD C. LIDDELL

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367
liddell@energyattorney.com

DOUGLAS PORTER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
douglas.porter@sce.com

AIMEE M. SMITH
SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET HQ13
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
amsmith@sempra.com

STEVEN C. NELSON
SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET HQ-12
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017
snelson@sempra.com

MARCEL HAWIGER

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
marcel@turn.org



MARZIA ZAFAR

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS
COMPANY/SDG&E

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
mzafar@semprautilities.com

EVELYN KAHL

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
ek@a-klaw.com

ALISA N. STEIN

DORSEY AND WHITNEY LLP

555 CALIFORNIA ST STE. 1000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104-1513
astein@whitecase.com

BRIAN T. CRAGG

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
bcragg@goodinmacbride.com

CHRISTOPHER HILEN

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
chrishilen@dwt.com

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH
1500 NEWELL AVENUE, 5TH FLOOR
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
wbooth@booth-law.com

MATTHEW V. BRADY

2339 GOLD MEADOW WAY
GOLD RIVER, CA 95670
matt@bradylawus.com

GREGGORY L. WHEATLAND
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
glw@eslawfirm.com

PPM ENERGY
1125 NW COUCH STREET, SUITE 700
PORTLAND, OR 97209

ROBERT W. RAMAGE, JR.
PORT WESTWARD LNG, LLC
PO BOX 627

CENTERPORT, NY 11721-0627
ramage@pwlIng.com

MICHEL PETER FLORIO

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
mflorio@turn.org

SEEMA SRINIVASAN

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
sls@a-klaw.com

FRANK R. LINDH

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
FRL3@pge.com

JOSEPH M. KARP
WINSTON & STRAWN, LLP
101 CALIFORNIA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
jkarp@winston.com

ALYSSA T. KOO

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120
kts1@pge.com

PATRICK G. MCGUIRE
CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A
BERKELEY, CA 94710
patrickm@crossborderenergy.com

HENRY NANJO

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
707 3RD STREET, 8TH FLOOR

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95691
Henry.Nanjo@dgs.ca.gov

JEFFREY D. HARRIS

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
jdh@eslawfirm.com

ROBERT FOSS

PPM ENERGY

1125 NW COUCH STREET, SUITE 700
PORTLAND, OR 97209
Robert.Foss@PPMEnergy.com

JOSEPH POWER

RELIANT ENERGY, INC.

1901 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 802
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
jpower@reliant.com

EVELYN KAHL

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
ek@a-klaw.com

SETH HILTON

STOEL RIVES

111 SUTTER ST., SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
sdhilton@stoel.com

KEITH T. SAMPSON

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET (PO BOX 7442)

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
kts1@pge.com

MICHAEL B. DAY

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY
LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

mday@gmssr.com

MARK D. PATRIZIO

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120
mdp5@pge.com

R. THOMAS BEACH
CROSSBORDER ENERGY

2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A
BERKELEY, CA 94710-2557
tomb@crossborderenergy.com

DOUGLAS K. KERNER

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
dkk@eslawfirm.com

ELIZABETH WESTBY

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750
PORTLAND, OR 97201
egw@a-klaw.com

DONALD SCHOENBECK

RCS, INC.

900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780
VANCOUVER, WA 98660
dws@r-c-s-inc.com

RALPH E. DENNIS

FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES

9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, STE 2000
LOUISVILLE, KY 40223
ralph.dennis@constellation.com



GARY HINNERS

RELIANT ENERGY, INC.
PO BOX 148

HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148
ghinners@reliant.com

ROBERT L. PETTINATO

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER & POWER
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, RM. 1150

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
robert.pettinato@ladwp.com

KAREN S. SNYDER

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS LLP
11355 W. OLYMPIC BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
nwhang@manatt.com

STEVE ENDO

PASADENA DEPARTMENT OF WATER &
POWER

150 S. LOS ROBLES AVE., STE. 200
PASADENA, CA 91101
sendo@ci.pasadena.ca.us

ROGER PELOTE

WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY
12736 CALIFA STREET
VALLEY VILLAGE, CA 91607
roger.pelote@williams.com

JOHN BURKHOLDER
BETA CONSULTING
2023 TUDOR LANE
FALLBROOK, CA 92028
burkee@cts.com

CENTRAL FILES

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31E

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
centralfiles@semprautilities.com

BRUCE FOSTER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
bruce.foster@sce.com

KENNETH J. BRENNAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAILCODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
kiph@pge.com

EDWARD G. POOLE

ANDERSON & POOLE

601 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2818
epoole@adplaw.com

KELLY ALLEN

TRANSWESTERN PIPELINE COMPANY
5444 WESTHEIMER

HOUSTON, TX 77056
Kelly.Allen@crosscountryenergy.com

HUGH YAO

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 W. 5TH ST, GT22G2

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
hyao@semprautilities.com

CURTIS KEBLER

GOLDMAN, SACHS & CO.
2121 AVENUE OF THE STARS
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067
curtis.kebler@gs.com

STEVEN G. LINS

CITY OF GLENDALE

613 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 220
GLENDALE, CA 91206-4394
slins@ci.glendale.ca.us

JAIRAM GOPAL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE, QUAD 1C-G01
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
Jairam.gopal@sce.com

YVONNE GROSS
SEMPRA ENERGY

101 ASH STREET, HQ08C
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
ygross@sempraglobal.com

ORLANDO B. FOOTE

HORTON, KNOX, CARTER & FOOTE
895 BROADWAY STREET

EL CENTRO, CA 92243-2341
ofoote@hkcf-law.com

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
filings@a-klaw.com

LYNN RISER

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
lcr0@pge.com

JEANNE B. ARMSTRONG

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY
LLP

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
jarmstrong@gmssr.com

ANITA HART

SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD
LAS VEGAS, NV 89150
anita.hart@swgas.com

BETH MUSICH

SEMPRA ENERGY UTILITIES
555 W. FIFTH STREET, GT14D6
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013-1011
bmusich@semprautilities.com

J. RAZA LAWRENCE

MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP
355 S. GRAND AVE, 35/F

LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
raza.lawrence@mto.com

BRUNO JEIDER

BURBANK WATER & POWER
164 WEST MAGNOLIA BLVD.
BURBANK, CA 91502
bjeider@ci.burbank.ca.us

MICHAEL S. ALEXANDER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
Michael.Alexander@sce.com

MARCIE MILNER

CORAL POWER, L.L.C.

4445 EASTGATE MALL, SUITE 100
SAN DIEGO, CA 92121
mmilner@coral-energy.com

ELSTON K. GRUBAUGH
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT
333 EAST BARIONI BLVD.
IMPERIAL, CA 92251
ekgrubaugh@iid.com

QIAN LI

ASPEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
235 MONTGOMERY ST. STE. 935
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
gli@aspeneg.com

PAUL LACOURCIERE

THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & STEINER
LLP

101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
placourciere@thelen.com

LAW DEPARTMENT FILE ROOM
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442
cpuccases@pge.com



BEVIN HONG

GAS TRANSMISSION NOROTHWEST
CORPORATION

43 WOODLAND CT.

SAN RAMON, CA 94583
bevin_hong@transcanada.com

CATHERINE E. YAP
BARKOVICH AND YAP
PO BOX 11031
OAKLAND, CA 94611
ceyap@earthlink.net

JUDITH SANDERS
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630
jsanders@caiso.com

AUDRA HARTMANN

980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2130
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
Audra.Hartmann@Dynegy.com

DAVID WHITE

GAS TRANSMISSION NORTHWEST
1400 SW FIFTH AVE.

PORTLAND, OR 97201
david_white@transcanada.com

Diana L. Lee

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
dil@cpuc.ca.gov

Jonathan Bromson

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
jab@cpuc.ca.gov

Lynn T. Carew

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
ltc@cpuc.ca.gov

Richard A. Myers

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
ram@cpuc.ca.gov

JOSEPH M. PAUL

DYNEGY, INC.

2420 CAMINO RAMON, SUITE 215
SAN RAMON, CA 94583
Joe.paul@dynegy.com

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.

1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720
OAKLAND, CA 94612
mrw@mrwassoc.com

ERIN RANSLOW

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078
cpucrulings@navigantconsulting.com

MELANIE GILLETTE

DUKE ENERGY NORTH AMERICA
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 1420
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
migillette@duke-energy.com

Andrew Campbell

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
agc@cpuc.ca.gov

Jacqueline Greig

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
jnm@cpuc.ca.gov

Joyce Alfton

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
alf@cpuc.ca.gov

Pearlie Sabino

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
pzs@cpuc.ca.gov

Robert M. Pocta

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
rmp@cpuc.ca.gov

AVIS KOWALEWSKI

CALPINE CORPORATION

3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345
PLEASANTON, CA 94588
kowalewskia@calpine.com

CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RIVER ROAD
FOLSOM, CA 95630
e-recipient@caiso.com

GORDON PICKERING

NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.

3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078
gpickering@navigantconsulting.com

KAREN LINDH

LINDH & ASSOCIATES

7909 WALERGA ROAD, NO. 112, PMB 119
ANTELOPE, CA 95843

karen@klindh.com

Belinda Gatti

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
beg@cpuc.ca.gov

John S. Wong

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
jsw@cpuc.ca.gov

Kelly C. Lee

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
kel@cpuc.ca.gov

Ramesh Ramchandani

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
rxr@cpuc.ca.gov

BILL WOOD

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-48
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
bwood@energy.state.ca.us



